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CHAPTER SEVEN 
 
Epilogue 
 
The main thesis developed in this monograph has been the reflexive 
relationship between pedagogy and interaction in the L2 classroom. This relationship 
has been portrayed as the cornerstone of the context-free architecture of the L2 
classroom and we have seen extreme diversity in the context-sensitive way 
interactants orient to and employ this architecture. We noted in chapter 1 that in the 
1960s the dominant view in linguistics was the Chomskian one that conversation was 
too disordered and degenerate to be studied; that viewpoint is no longer expressed 
nowadays. However, for many years researchers in the area of language learning have 
shied away from classroom interaction, regarding it as an excessively complex, 
heterogenous and "particularly messy" (Van Lier, 1988a, p. 14) source of data. 
However, this monograph hopes to have demonstrated that, as with conversation, 
there is also order at all points in L2 classroom interaction. Following the notion of 
complementarity, the interaction simultaneously displays simplicity and complexity, 
homogeneity and heterogeneity, “messiness” and rational design. 
In an interview directed specifically to applied linguists, Schegloff  (Wong 
and Olsher, 2000, p. 126) very strongly warns readers against “just reading” about CA 
and suggests that "It's not until our colleagues actually engage with materials, and try 
to make sense of them, and understand how they're orderly, how they are organized" 
that they will actually achieve an understanding of what CA is about. The potential 
research agenda in applying CA to AL and SLA is vast; the major areas are outlined 
in chapter 7. Beyond that specific agenda, however, CA methodology provides a basis 
for shifting the focus of both L2 pedagogy and research from the task-as-workplan to 
the task-in-process, from intended to actual pedagogy. Debates on the merits and 
demerits of language teaching approaches have generally focussed on the task-as-
workplan. However, shifting the focus of debate to the task-in-process in the 
classroom provides an empirical basis for evaluating the effectiveness of teaching 
approaches. CA is not a methodology which was designed to analyse language 
teaching and it is therefore neutral and disinterested with respect to the different 
approaches. However, it can provide evidence, for any particular approach, as to how 
the relationship between pedagogy and interaction evolves in the classroom and how 
learning takes place (see section Error! Reference source not found.) and is hence 
able to provide a basis for evaluation. 
  Furthermore, learners and teachers document, through the turns they 
produce in L2 classroom talk, a theory of language learning. For example, through the 
interaction in section Error! Reference source not found. the participants are talking 
into being an understanding that languages are learnt through a focus on form and 
accuracy. The point is that classroom interaction gives us access to the emic theories 
of language learning which are actually implemented by participants in the classroom 
and if we take these seriously and compare them with the top-down, etic theories of 
learning produced by theorists, we should have a better basis for reconciling theory 
and practice. 
In Chapter 6 I outlined how CA can contribute to the research agendas of AL 
and SLA. I have presented CA research into language learning and teaching as being 
complementary to existing SLA approaches rather than in competition with them and 
in section 6.4 I presented proposals for complementary or multi-strategy research. 
This monograph argues that L2 classroom interaction provides us with ready access to 
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massive amounts of data on the instructed L2 learning process. Learning is mediated 
through discourse and the problem previously has been that we have not had available 
a model and methodology which has been able to portray how the learning process is 
accomplished through the discourse. It is hope that CA will enable research to exploit 
this data source effectively in the future. 
A persistent criticism of AL and SLA research by classroom language 
teachers has been that it has been top-down, driven by theory and concepts which may 
have little relevance to classroom practice. Furthermore, little attention or interest has 
been shown in what language teachers actually do and classroom practice has not 
generated theory; in other words, there has been one-way traffic between theory and 
practice. However, as I argued in the previous paragraph, all L2 classroom interaction 
embodies a theory of language learning and is displayed as a text to be read. I hope 
that the model and methodology presented in this monograph will enable pedagogical 
theory to be generated inductively from interactional data and enable two-way traffic 
between theory and practice. 
Throughout my career as a classroom language teacher and then as an 
academic, it has been my constant belief that language teachers perform amazingly 
complex and demanding interactional and pedagogical work in the classroom, and I 
have attempted to portray this in the monograph. However, pedagogical and research 
literature has often conceptualised teachers as intermediaries or "transmitters" who 
should deliver the pedagogy devised by theorists to learners. Although, as we saw in 
Chapter 2, researchers have sometimes found teachers at fault for not delivering the 
results anticipated by the theory, the fault sometimes lies in the theory rather than in 
the teachers' practice. I hope that this situation will change, and that the professional 
work of language teachers will become both the object of academic study and the 
source of theory generation.  
  
